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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 . ' Applicant's arguments with respect to the claims have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new grounds of rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 3, 7, and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Claims 3 and 7 recites the limitation "the soldier's helmet". There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. For purposes of examination, this limitation will 
be read as "the combat response unit." 

Claim 22 recites the limitation "transmitter means". There is insufficient antecedent basis 
for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 
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Claims 1-34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dubois et al/ 
(US Patent No. 5,966,227). 

Regarding claims 1,11 and 31, Dubois teaches a system for combat identification as 
friend or foe (IFF) communications comprising: a combat interrogatory unit (20 of fig. 2; left 
half of fig. 1) comprising projector means for projecting an infrared transmit signal (1 of fig. 1) 
including a transmitted code of the day (the wavelength of IR signal 7 is the TCOD; note also 
col. 6, lines 53-67), receiver means for receiving a reflected IR transmit signal (2 of fig. 1) 
including a response code of the day (col. 4, lines 58-61), and means for combining the received 
RCOD with the TCOD to identify the source of the reflected IR transmit signal as friend or foe 
(4 of fig. 1 ; col. 4, lines 21-29: the TCOD and RCOD are compared to determine the 
interrogation status of the target unit; i.e. - if the wavelengths are the same, the target is a foe, 
and if the wavelengths are different, the target is friendly; see also col. 5, lines 45-52); and a 
combat response unit (right half of fig. 1; 30 of fig. 2 - the combat response unit is mounted on 
the head of the vehicle) comprising sensor means for receiving a projected IR transmit signal 
including the TCOD (10' of fig. 1), retroreflector means for reflecting an incoming IR transmit 
signal generally back along the incoming path thereof (10 of fig. 1; see also col. 5, lines 22-43), 
obturator means for obstructing the retroreflector means to prevent reflection thereby (18 of fig. 
1 ), and means for opening and closing the obturator means according to the RCOD (col. 6, lines 
45-67: the obturator/filter restricts transmission if the laser wavelengths, i.e. the RCOD, is used 
as a pump beam). Dubois does not expressly disclose that the combat response unit is helmet- 
mounted. However, Dubois does suggest that the system can be implemented in ground-to- 
ground communications (col. 1, lines 40-42). Furthermore, mounting combat response units on 
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helmets for interrogatory purposes is well known in the art and examiner takes official notice of 
this. It would have been obvious to a skilled artisan at the time of invention to mount the combat 
response unit of Dubois on a helmet in order to provide effective interrogatory procedures for 
infantry. 

Regarding claims 2, 12, 23, 24, and 32, Dubois teaches the limitations as applied to the 
previous claims including means for combining the received TCOD with a second stored COD to 
produce the RCOD (col. 4, lines 52-61) but does not expressly disclose means for combining a 
first stored code of the day with a randomly-generated number to produce the TCOD. Examiner 
takes official notice that periodically and randomly generating codes from a stored database is 
well known and usually necessary in military applications. It would have been obvious to a 
skilled artisan at the time of invention to periodically generate the TCOD by using a random 
number with a stored code in order to prevent communication interceptions and to maintain 
covert operations. 

Regarding claim 3, 7, 13, 25, 27, Dubois teaches the limitations as applied to the previous 
claims but does not expressly disclose means for deactivating the combat response unit 
responsive to a doffing of the helmet. Examiner takes official notice that this feature is well 
known in the art. It would have been obvious to a skilled artisan at the time of invention to 
provide means shutting down the combat response unit when not in use in order to save power 
and to prevent complications. 

Regarding claims 4, 8, 14, 26, 28, 29, Dubois teaches the limitations as applied to the 
previous claims but does not expressly disclose means for accepting biometric data at the combat 
response unit; and means for activating the combat response unit responsive to the biometric 
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data. Examiner takes official notice that the use of security measures, such as biometrics, in 
military weapons is well known in the art. It would have been obvious to a skilled artisan at the 
time of invention to incorporate biometric capabilities for activation of the combat response unit 
in order to provide authorization access and strengthen security measures. 

Regarding claims 6, 10, 15, 30, Dubois teaches the limitations as applied to the previous 
claims but does not expressly disclose means for generating an arrival quadrant signal 
representing the direction of arrival of the IR transmit signal. Examiner takes official notice that 
directional signaling is well known in military detection applications and could have been easily 
incorporated into the system of Dubois, since the combat response unit comprises multiple 
reception panels. It would have been obvious to a skilled artisan at the time of invention to 
incorporate a directional signal detector for locating a signal source in order to provide increased 
safety measures and effective communication. 

Regarding claims 5, 9, 16, 33, and 34, Dubois teaches means for fixing the projector 
means and the receiver means to a weapon (the helicopter of fig. 1 is considered a weapon). 

Regarding claim 17, Dubois teaches the limitations as applied to the previous claims but 
does not expressly disclose means for deactivating the combat response unit responsive to a 
doffing of the helmet. Examiner takes official notice that this feature is well known in the art. It 
would have been obvious to a skilled artisan at the time of invention to provide means shutting 
down the combat response unit when not in use in order to save power and to prevent 
complications. 

Regarding claim 18, Dubois teaches the limitations of claim 17 but does not expressly 
disclose means for accepting biometric data at the combat response unit; and means for 
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activating the combat response unit responsive to the biometric data. Examiner takes official 
notice that the use of security measures, such as biometrics, in military weapons is well known in 
the art. It would have been obvious to a skilled artisan at the time of invention to incorporate 
biometric capabilities for activation of the combat response unit in order to provide authorization 
access and strengthen security measures. 

Regarding claim 19, Dubois teaches means for fixing the projector means and the 
receiver means to a weapon (the helicopter of fig. 1 is considered a weapon). 

Regarding claim 20, Dubois teaches the limitations of claim 1 1 but does not expressly 
disclose means for accepting biometric data at the combat response unit; and means for 
activating the combat response unit responsive to the biometric data. Examiner takes official 
notice that the use of security measures, such as biometrics, in military weapons is well known in 
the art. It would have been obvious to a skilled artisan at the time of invention to incorporate 
biometric capabilities for activation of the combat response unit in order to provide authorization 
access and strengthen security measures. 

Regarding claim 21, Dubois teaches the limitations of claim 1 1 but does not expressly 
disclose means for generating an arrival quadrant signal representing the direction of arrival of 
the IR transmit signal. However, examiner takes official notice that directional signaling is well 
known in military detection applications and could have been easily incorporated into the system 
of Dubois, since the combat response unit comprises multiple reception panels. It would have 
been obvious to a skilled artisan at the time of invention to incorporate a directional signal 
detector for locating a signal source in order to provide increased safety measures and effective 
communication. 
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Regarding claim 22, Dubois teaches means for fixing the transmitter means and the 
receiver means to a weapon (the helicopter of fig. 1 is considered a weapon). 

5. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to David Lee whose telephone number is (571) 272-2220. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kenneth Vanderpuye can be reached on (571) 272-3078. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



KENNETH VANDERPUYE 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 




